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PER CURI AM

Nooria Hamidi (“Hamdi”) and her son, Orar Ham di,
natives and citizens of Afghanistan, petition for review of an
order of the Board of Immgration Appeals (“Board”) dism ssing
their appeal fromthe immgration judge' s order denying Ham di’s
applications for asylum wthholding of renoval, and protection
under the Convention Against Torture. Hamdi is the primry
applicant for asylum the clainms of her son are derivative of her
application. See 8 U S.C. A 8 1158(b)(3) (Wst 1999 & Supp. 2004);
8 C.F.R § 1208.21(a) (2004).

In her petition for review, Ham di contends that the
Board and inm gration judge erred in denying asylumrelief on the
ground that she failed to denonstrate that she filed her
application within one year of the date of her arrival in the
United States. See 8 U S.C. § 1158(a)(2)(B) (2000). W conclude
that we lack jurisdiction to reviewthis determ nation pursuant to

8 U.S.C § 1158(a)(3) (2000). See Zaidi v. Ashcroft, 377 F.3d 678,

680-81 (7th CGr. 2004) (collecting cases). Gven this
jurisdictional bar, we cannot review the underlying nerits of
Ham di’s asylumclaim

Wile we lack jurisdiction to consider the denial of
Ham di’s asylum claim we retain jurisdiction to consider the
deni al of her requests for w thholding of renoval and protection

under the Convention Against Torture. See 8 CF.R § 1208.4(a)



(2004). *“To qualify for w thholding of renoval, a petitioner nust
show that [s] he faces a cl ear probability of persecution because of
h[er] race, religion, nationality, mnmenbership in a particular

social group, or political opinion.” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316

324 n.13 (4th Cir. 2002) (citing INS v. Stevic, 467 U S. 407, 430

(1984)). To qualify for protection under the Convention Agai nst
Torture, a petitioner bears the burden of proof of denonstrating
that “it is nore likely than not that he or she would be tortured
if renoved to the proposed country of renoval.” 8 CFR
§ 1208.16(c)(2) (2004). Based on our review of the record, we find
that Ham di has failed to neet these standards.

Finally, Ham di contends that the Board rendered its
decision in violation of her rights to due process of |aw As
Ham di fails to establish that her rights were “transgressed in
such a way as is likely to inpact the results of the proceeding,”
Rusu, 296 F.3d at 320-21, we find that she is not entitled to
relief on this claim

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W note
that the Attorney CGeneral has filed a notion for summary affirmance
in this case. Because we find that this is not an “extraordi nary
case” warranting summary di sposition, we deny the notion. See 4th
Cr. R 37(f). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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